THE   PLAY  OF   MORE
a more robust faith than I. And it is merely the most spectacular
of a very large number of parallels pointed out by Professor
Dover Wilson between the exceptional spellings of the Quartos
and of the 'three pages'.
But if, on the score of handwriting taken by itself, there is a
balance, on the whole, in favour of identification, then the
occurrence of these peculiarities of spelling must surely incline
the balance of handwriting plus spelling heavily in favour of
identification.
What then must be our judgment regarding the parallels
between the thought of D and of Shakespeare, in view of the
conclusion (which I think we cannot evade) that, on the score
of handwriting plus spelling alone, the balance inclines heavily
in favour of D being Shakespeare?
Perhaps the real basis of the objection to the Shakespearean
authorship lies in a rooted feeling that the discovery, at this
time of day, of three pages in Shakespeare's autograph, is too
good to be true. Many people feel, very rightly, that they must
not allow themselves to be fooled by their hopes, and instinc-
tively take sides against the bias of their inclinations.
Most young students probably make their first acquaintance
with the problem in the pages of the Cambridge History of English
Literature. * There they are told that the three pages cannot be
by Shakespeare, because Shakespeare
was far from being a believer in the divinity of kings. He
treats the theory with mordant irony in Richard II, placing
it on the lips of the hapless king, and proving its insufficiency
by the remorseless logic of subsequent events.
But this is to put ourselves at the mercy of a phrase. What do
we mean by 'the divinity of kings'? The theory which Shake-
speare 'places on the lips of the hapless king5 is the theory that
miracles will happen, that stones will prove armed soldiers,
and angels will intervene, before Heaven will allow England's
native king to fall. The Bishop of Carlisle at once reproves
the king for thus neglecting 'the means that Heaven yields';
and the "logic of subsequent events' justifies him. But when
1 v, 248-9.
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